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Russian Compliance with the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty

Summary

The United States and Soviet Union signed the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty
in December 1987. Negotiations on this treaty were the result of a “dual-track” decision taken by
NATO in 1979. At that time, in response to concerns about the Soviet Union’s deployment of new
intermediate-range nuclear missiles, NATO agreed both to accept deployment of new U.S.
intermediate-range ballistic and cruise missiles and to support U.S. efforts to negotiate with the
Soviet Union to limit these missiles. In the INF Treaty, the United States and Soviet Union agreed
that they would ban all land-based ballistic and cruise missiles with ranges between 500 and
5,500 kilometers. The ban would apply to missiles with nuclear or conventional warheads, but
would not apply to sea-based or air-delivered missiles.

The U.S. State Department, in the 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018 editions of its report
Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament
Agreements and Commitments, stated that the United States has determined that “the Russian
Federation is in violation of its obligations under the [1987 Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces]
INF Treaty not to possess, produce, or flight-test a ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM) with
a range capability of 500 km to 5,500 km, or to possess or produce launchers of such missiles.” In
the 2016 report, it noted that “the cruise missile developed by Russia meets the INF Treaty
definition of a ground-launched cruise missile with a range capability of 500 km to 5,500 km, and
as such, all missiles of that type, and all launchers of the type used or tested to launch such a
missile, are prohibited under the provisions of the INF Treaty.” In late 2017, the United States
released the Russian designator for the missile—9M729. The United States has also noted that
Russia has deployed several battalions with the missile. In late 2018, the Office of the Director
for National Intelligence provided further details on the violation.

The Obama Administration raised its concerns about Russian compliance with the INF Treaty in a
number of meetings since 2013. These meetings made little progress because Russia continued to
deny that it had violated the treaty. In October 2016, the United States called a meeting of the
Special Verification Commission, which was established by the INF Treaty to address compliance
concerns. During this meeting, in mid-November, both sides raised their concerns, but they failed
to make any progress in resolving them. A second SVC meeting was held in December 2017. The
United States has also begun to consider a number of military responses, which might include
new land-based INF-range systems or new sea-launched cruise missiles, both to provide Russia
with an incentive to reach a resolution and to provide the United States with options for future
programs if Russia eventually deploys new missiles and the treaty regime collapses. It might also
suspend or withdraw from arms control agreements, although several analysts have noted that this
might harm U.S. security interests, as it would remove all constraints on Russia’s nuclear forces.

The Trump Administration conducted an extensive review of the INF Treaty during 2017 to
assess the potential security implications of Russia’s violation and to determine how the United
States would respond going forward. On December 8, 2017—the 30™ anniversary of the date
when the treaty was signed—the Administration announced that the United States would
implement an integrated response that included diplomatic, military, and economic measures. On
October 20, 2018, President Trump announced that the United States would withdraw from INF,
citing Russia’s noncompliance as a key factor in that decision.

Congress is likely to continue to conduct oversight hearings on this issue, and to receive briefings
on the status of Russia’s cruise missile program. It may also consider legislation authorizing U.S.
military responses and supporting alternative diplomatic approaches.

This report will be updated as needed.
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Russian Compliance with the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty

Recent Developments

On October 20, 2018, President Trump announced that the United States would withdraw from
the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty.! President Trump indicated that the U.S.
withdrawal was a reaction to Russia’s INF violation; he also noted that China is not a party to the
treaty or bound by its limits. His national security advisor, Ambassador John Bolton, relayed the
U.S. intention to withdraw from INF to officials in Moscow during a visit on October 23. He did
not, however, provide Russia with official notice of the U.S. intent to withdraw.

On December 4, 2018, after a meeting of the NATO foreign ministers, Secretary of State Pompeo
declared that the United States “has found Russia in material breach of the treaty and will suspend
our obligations as a remedy effective in 60 days unless Russia returns to full and verifiable
compliance.” He indicated that the United States would not “test or produce or deploy any
systems” banned by the treaty during the 60-day period, but would provide its official notice of
the intent to withdraw, and begin the six-month withdrawal period allowed by the treaty, at the
end of the 60 days if Russia did not return to compliance.?

In late October, 2018, Secretary of Defense James Mattis indicated that the United States had
consulted with its European allies, but they had not been unable to identify alternatives for
addressing Russia’s violation “other than for the United States to withdraw.””® He noted that these
consultations would continue during the next NATO meetings of Foreign Ministers and Defense
Ministers in December. He also seemed to support the pursuit of new U.S. military capabilities as
a response to Russia’s violation in his comments prior to the NATO meeting of defense ministers
in October 2018.*

The NATO Foreign Ministers released a statement in support of the U.S. position after their
meeting on December 4, 2018. They noted that the “allies have concluded that Russia has
developed and fielded a missile system, the 9M729, which violates the INF Treaty” and that they
“strongly support the finding of the United States that Russia is in material breach of its
obligations under the INF Treaty.” At the same time, they noted that the “allies are firmly
committed to the preservation of effective international arms control, disarmament and non-
proliferation” and therefore, “will continue to uphold, support, and further strengthen arms
control, disarmament and non-proliferation, as a key element of Euro-Atlantic security, taking
into account the prevailing security environment.” They also called on Russia “to return urgently
to full and verifiable compliance” with the INF Treaty.®

While Russia has acknowledged the existence of the 9M729 cruise missile, identified by the
United States as the offending system, it has denied that the missile has been tested to, or is

! The White House, Remarks by President Trump Before Air Force One Departure, Washington, DC, October 20,
2018, https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-air-force-one-departure-4/.

2 U.S. Department of State, Press Availability at NATO Headquarters, Brussels, Belgium, December 4, 2018,
https://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2018/12/287873.htm.

3 Paul Sonne, “Mattis: Talks with Europe on U.S. Withdrawal From Arms Pact Yield No Alternatives,” Washington
Post, October 28, 2018, https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/mattis-talks-with-europe-on-us-
withdrawal-from-arms-pact-yield-no-alternatives/2018/10/28/636e51a0-daa4-11e8-aa33-53bad9a881e8_story.html?
utm_term=.7bb01748¢c243.

4 Idrees Ali and Robin Emmott, “U.S. Defense Secretary says Russian violation of arms control treaty ‘untenable’,”
Reuters, October 4, 2018, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-nuclear-russia/pentagon-chief-says-russian-violation-
of-key-arms-control-treaty-untenable-idUSKCN1MELJV.

5 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Statement on the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, Brussels,
Belgium, December 4, 2018, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts_161122.htm?selectedLocale=en.
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capable of flying to, INF range. In a press briefing on November 26, 2018, Deputy Foreign
Minister Sergey Ryabkov stated that the U.S. claims are “fabrications” and are “inconsistent with
reality and is an obvious attempt by the United States to distort reality.” He claimed that Russia
had engaged in detailed technical discussions with the United States about the capabilities of the
missile and that Russia had told the United States that the missile is an “an upgraded version of
the Iskander-M system missile” that was launched at its maximum range at the Kapustin Yar
testing ground on September 18, 2017,” and covered “less than 480 km.” This would place the
missile within the range permitted by the INF Treaty.”®

On Friday, November 30, 2018, the U.S. Director of National Intelligence, Daniel Coats,
conducted a briefing that included a more detailed explanation of the U.S. assessment that Russia
has flight-tested, produced, and deployed cruise missiles with a range capability prohibited by the
INF Treaty. In his statement, he noted that Russia “began the covert development of an
intermediate-range, ground-launched cruise missile designated 9M729 probably by the mid-
2000s” and that it had “had completed a comprehensive flight test program” with launches from
both fixed and mobile launchers by 2015. He also noted that “Russia conducted the flight test
program in a way that appeared purposefully designed to disguise the true nature of their testing
activity as well as the capability of the 9M729 missile.” He noted that Russia first tested the
missile to a range “well over” 500 kilometers from a fixed launcher, which would be permitted by
the treaty if the missile were to be deployed as a sea-based or air-delivered cruise missile. But he
noted that “Russia then tested the same missile at ranges below 500 kilometers from a mobile
launcher.” He then noted that “by putting the two types of tests together” Russia developed an
INF-range missile that could be launched from a “ground-mobile platform.”’

In a statement to the press on December 5, 2018, Russian President Vladimir Putin noted that
Russia did not “agree with the destruction of this deal. But if this happens, we will react
accordingly.” He further noted that if the United States developed INF-range missiles, Russia
would do so as well. General Valery Gerasimov, the chief of staff of the Russian military, also
told foreign military attaches that Russia would respond if the United States “were to destroy” the
treaty. He indicated that U.S. missile sites on allied territory could become “the targets of
subsequent military exchanges.”®

Introduction

The Russian Violation

In July 2014, the State Department released the 2014 edition of its report Adherence to and
Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and
Commitments. This report stated that the United States had determined that “the Russian

6 The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, Deputy Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov’s briefing on
developments involving the INF Treaty, Moscow, Russia, November 26, 2018, http://www.mid.ru/ru/foreign_policy/
news/-/asset_publisher/cKNonkJEO2Bwi/content/id/3420936?p_p_id=101_INSTANCE_cKNonkJE02Bw&
_101_INSTANCE_cKNonkJE02Bw_languageld=en_GB.

7 Office of the Director of National Intelligence, Director of National Intelligence Daniel Coats on Russia’s
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty Violation, November 30, 2018, https://www.dni.gov/index.php/
newsroom/speeches-interviews/item/1923-director-of-national-intelligence-daniel-coats-on-russia-s-inf-treaty-
violation?fbclid=IwAR1Z5-tG5qaemgfRsKI6RZum0a7XnM6JcOd2X5_ejzNWhuMTOKx1zafkRTE.

8 Thomas Grove, “Putin Threatens Arms Race as U.S. Prepares to Exit Nuclear Treaty,” Wall Street Journal, December
5, 2018. https://www.wsj.com/articles/putin-threatens-arms-race-as-u-s-prepares-to-exit-nuclear-treaty-1544012990.
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Federation is in violation of its obligations under the [1987 Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces]
INF Treaty not to possess, produce, or flight-test a ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM) with
a range capability of 500 km to 5,500 km, or to possess or produce launchers of such missiles.”
The report did not offer any details about the offending missile or cite the evidence that the
United States used to make this determination, but it did note that the United States “raised these
concerns with the Russian Federation” several times during 2013 and “will continue to pursue
resolution” of the issue.

The 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018 State Department reports on Adherence to and Compliance with
Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and Commitments repeated the
claim that Russia had violated the INF Treaty and added a few details to the assertion. These
reports state that “the United States determined the cruise missile developed by the Russian
Federation meets the INF Treaty definition of a ground-launched cruise missile with a range
capability of 500 km to 5,500 km, and as such, all missiles of that type, and all launchers of the
type used to launch such a missile, are prohibited under the provisions of the INF Treaty.”*® The
Obama Administration also noted that, as in past years, “the United States again raised concerns
with Russia on repeated occasions in an effort to resolve U.S. concerns. The United States will
continue to pursue resolution of U.S. concerns with Russia.” The 2016 report did not, however,
repeat the assessment mentioned in 2015 that “it is in the mutual security interests of all the
Parties to the INF Treaty that Russia and the other 11 successor states to the Soviet Union remain
Parties to the Treaty and comply with their obligations.” The 2017 and 2018 reports include
details on the types of information the United States has shared with Russia to bolster its claim of
Russian noncompliance.

The 2018 version of the State Department report confirmed that Russia continues to be in
violation of its obligation “not to possess, produce, or flight-test a ground-launched cruise missile
(GLCM) with a range capability of 500 kilometers to 5,500 kilometers, or to possess or produce
launchers of such missiles.”! As in past reports, it did not contain details about the capabilities of
the offending missile or confirm press reports about the missile’s deployment. However, the
report indicated that the United States has provided Russia with “information pertaining to the
missile and the launcher, including Russia’s internal designator for the mobile launcher chassis
and the names of the companies involved in developing and producing the missile and launcher”
and “information on the violating GLCM’s test history, including coordinates of the tests and
Russia’s attempts to obfuscate the nature of the program.” The report also indicated that the
GLCM has a range capability of between 500 and 5,500 kilometers and that it is “distinct from
the R-500/SSC-7 GLCM or the RS-26 ICBM.” It stated that “the United States assesses the
Russian designator for the system in question is 9M729.”*2

9 U.S. Department of State, Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament
Agreements and Commitments, Washington, DC, July 2014, pp. 8-10, http://wwuw.state.gov/t/avc/rls/rpt/2014/
230047.htm.

10 U.S. Department of State, Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament
Agreements and Commitments, Washington, DC, April, 2016, http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/rpt/2016/255651.htm.

11 U.S. Department of State, Adherence to and Compliance With Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament
Agreements and Commitments, Report, Washington, DC, April 2018, p. 10, https://www.state.gov/documents/
organization/280774.pdf.

12.U.S. Department of State, Adherence to and Compliance With Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament
Agreements and Commitments, Report, Washington, DC, April 2018, p. 10, https://www.state.gov/documents/
organization/280774.pdf.
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U.S. officials have since offered added details about U.S. assessment of Russian noncompliance
with INF. In December 2018, Secretary of State Pompeo noted that Russia has deployed several
battalions of the 9M729 missile.*® In addition, in late November 2018, the U.S. Director of
National Intelligence, Daniel Coats, offered a more detailed explanation of the U.S. assessment of
Russia’s noncompliance He noted that Russia “began the covert development of an intermediate-
range, ground-launched cruise missile designated 9M729 probably by the mid-2000s and that it
had “had completed a comprehensive flight test program” with launches from both fixed and
mobile launchers by 2015. He also noted that “Russia conducted the flight test program in a way
that appeared purposefully designed to disguise the true nature of their testing activity as well as
the capability of the 9M729 missile.” He noted that Russia first tested the missile to a range “well
over” 500 kilometers from a fixed launcher, which would be permitted by the treaty if the missile
were to be deployed as a sea-based or air-delivered cruise missile. But he noted that “Russia then
tested the same missile at ranges below 500 kilometers from a mobile launcher.” He then noted
that “by putting the two types of tests together”” Russia developed an INF-range missile that could
be launched from a “ground-mobile platform.”*

The DNI’s timeline confirmed press reports that had indicated that the United States identified
Russian activities that raised INF compliance concerns as early as 2008 and that the Obama
Administration began to mention these concerns to Members of Congress in late 2011.%° Reports
from October 2016 indicated that the Administration had concluded that Russia might be
preparing to deploy the missile, as it is producing more missiles than it would need to support a
test program.® This deployment evidently occurred in December 2016, with one brigade
remaining at the test site at Kapustin Yar and another moving to a different base within Russia.!’
Reports indicate that some U.S. officials also believe Russia may be taking steps toward pulling
out of the treaty.'®

The U.S. Reaction

Obama Administration officials often stated that the INF Treaty remained in the security interest
of the United States and its allies, and that the U.S. goal is to “to work to bring Russia back in to
full compliance.” However, because Russia was unwilling to address U.S. concerns or even
acknowledge the existence of the offending cruise missile, the United States reviewed a broad
range of economic and military options that might both provide an incentive for Russia to return

13 U.S. Department of State, Press Availability at NATO Headquarters, Brussels, Belgium, December 4, 2018,
https://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2018/12/287873.htm.

14 Office of the Director of National Intelligence, Director of National Intelligence Daniel Coats on Russia’s
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty Violation, November 30, 2018, https://www.dni.gov/index.php/
newsroom/speeches-interviews/item/1923-director-of-national-intelligence-daniel-coats-on-russia-s-inf-treaty-
violation?fbclid=lwAR1Z5-tG5gaemgfRsKI6RZum0a7XnM6JcOd2X5_ejzNWhuMTOKx1zafkRTE

15 Josh Rogin, “U.S. Knew Russia Violated Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty,” The Daily Beast, November
26, 2013. See also, Michael Gordon, “U.S. Says Russia Tested Missile, Despite Treaty,” New York Times, January 30,
2014.

16 Michael R. Gordon, “Russia is Moving Ahead With Missile Program that Violates Treaty, U.S. Offiicals Say,” New
York Times, October 19, 2016, http://www.nytimes.com/2016/10/20/world/europe/russia-missiles-inf-treaty.html.

17 Michael R. Gordon, “Russia Deploys Missile, Violating Treaty and Challenging Trump,” New York Times, February
14, 2017, https://lwww.nytimes.com/2017/02/14/world/europe/russia-cruise-missile-arms-control-treaty.html?_r=0.

18 Joe Gould, “U.S. Lawmakers Urge Obama to Punish Russia Over Missle Treaty Breach,” Defense News, October 19,
20186, http://www.defensenews.com/articles/us-lawmakers-urge-obama-to-punish-russia-missile-treaty-breach.
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to compliance with the treaty and provide the United States with the capability to counter Russian
actions if it does not return to compliance.®

Secretary of Defense Mattis addressed the INF Treaty when responding to questions submitted
prior to his nomination hearing in early 2017. He stated that Russia’s violation of the treaty
“increases the risk to our allies and poses a threat to U.S. forces and interests.” He also noted that
Russia’s violation, if allowed to stand, “could erode the foundations of all current and future arms
control agreements and initiatives.” At the same time, he stated that the violation would not
provide Russia with a “significant military advantage,” although, if Russia chooses to “act as an
adversary, we must respond appropriately and in league with our allies.” Further, he echoed the
Obama Administration’s view that “returning to compliance is in Russia’s best interest.”
Secretary Mattis reaffirmed this goal in November 2017, after a meeting with NATO defense
ministers.?

Secretary Mattis offered a more blunt assessment prior to the NATO meeting of defense ministers
in October 2018, when he stated that “the current situation, with Russia in blatant violation of this
treaty, is untenable.”? He also said that “Russia must return to compliance with the INF Treaty or
the U.S. will need to match its capabilities to protect U.S. and NATO interests.” Press reports
indicated that the Trump Administration was moving forward with efforts to begin research and
development into a new U.S. ground-launched cruise missile of INF range.?

The Trump Administration conducted a review of the INF Treaty during its first year in office,
and announced the results on December 8, 2017—the 30™ anniversary of the date the treaty was
signed.? The Administration identified an “integrated strategy” that it would implement to seek
to resolve questions about Russia’s compliance, to press Russia to return to compliance, and to
prepare the United States to defend itself and its allies if Russia continued to violate the treaty and
the treaty collapsed. Specifically, it noted that the United States will continue “to seek a
diplomatic resolution through all viable channels, including the INF Treaty’s Special Verification
Commission (SVC).” Second, it stated that DOD “is commencing INF Treaty-compliant research
and development (R&D) by reviewing military concepts and options for conventional, ground-
launched, intermediate-range missile systems.” It noted that this effort would not violate the INF
Treaty, but would “prepare the United States to defend itself and its allies” if the treaty collapsed
as a result of Russia’s violation. Finally, the United States will take economic measures “tied to
entities involved in the development and manufacture of Russia’s prohibited cruise missile

19 Michael Gordon, “Pentagon to Press Russia on Arms Pact Violation,” New York Times, December 11, 2014. See,
also, Bill Gertz, “Pentagon Considering Deployment of Nuclear Missiles in Europe,” Washington Free Beacon,
December 11, 2014. See, also, Robert Burns, “U.S. Might Deploy Missiles in Europe to Counter Russia,” Associated
Press, June 4, 2015.

20 “Mattis Says NATO Seeks Russia’s Compliance With Nuclear Treaty After ‘Violations,”” Radio Free Europe,
November 10, 2017, https://www.rferl.org/a/nato-mattis-russia-inf-treaty-violations/28844967.html.

5 9

2 Idrees Ali and Robin Emmott, “U.S. Defense Secretary says Russian violation of arms control treaty ‘untenable’,
Reuters, October 5, 2018, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-nuclear-russia/pentagon-chief-says-russian-violation-
of-key-arms-control-treaty-untenable-idUSKCN1MELJV.

22 Josh Rogin, “Russia has deployed a banned nuclear missile. Now the U.S. threatens to build one.,” Washington Post,
November 16, 2017, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/josh-rogin/wp/2017/11/16/russia-has-deployed-a-banned-
nuclear-missile-now-the-u-s-threatens-to-build-one/?utm_term=.2482720d2d98. See, also, Julain E. Barnes, Paul
Sonne, and Brett Forrest, “Pentagon Moves to Develop Banned Intermediate Missile,” Wall Street Journal, November,
16, 2017, https://www.wsj.com/amp/articles/pentagon-moves-to-develop-banned-intermediate-missile-1510862789.

23 U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification, and Compliance, INF Treaty: At a Glance, Fact
Sheet, Washington, DC, December 8, 2017, https://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/2017/276361.htm.
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system.” It noted that both the military steps and economic measures would cease if Russia
returned to compliance with the treaty.

When the Administration released its integrated strategy, it reaffirmed U.S. support for the INF
Treaty and its interest in convincing Russia to return to compliance. In an interview with the
Russian newspaper Kommersant, Thomas Shannon, who was the Under Secretary of State for
Political Affairs, stated that “the Trump Administration values the INF Treaty as a pillar of
international security and stability.”* He also noted that “in this time of increased tensions
between the United States and Russia, INF and other arms control agreements are essential for
ensuring transparency and predictability in our relationship.” However, he also stated that while
the United States is “making every effort to preserve the INF Treaty in the face of Russian
violations,” a “continuation of a situation in which the United States remains in compliance while
Russia violates the agreement is unacceptable to us.” Hence, he emphasized that “Russia needs to
return to compliance with its obligations by completely and verifiably eliminating the prohibited
missile system.”

In support of this objective, the United States called for a meeting of the Special Verification
Commission; this meeting was held in Geneva from December 12 to 14, 2017. As the State
Department noted, the participants agreed that “the INF Treaty continues to play an important
role in the existing system of international security, nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation,
and that they will work to preserve and strengthen it.”? But, according to some reports, Russia
continued to deny that the 9M729 ground-based cruise missile had ever been tested to INF range
or that telemetry from the tests supported a conclusion that it violated the INF Treaty. The United
States has not disputed, publicly, Russia’s assertion that it did not test the missile to INF range,
but it did note, in the State Department’s Annual Report, that Russia has attempted to “obfuscate
the nature of the program.”?®

Although these statements from Trump Administration seemed to indicate that it would continue
to press Russia to comply with the INF Treaty and that it continued to believe the treaty served
U.S. national security interests, the President reversed course in October 2018. On October 20, he
announced that the United States would withdraw from the treaty, citing both Russia’s violation
and China’s nonparticipation. He noted that both nations were expanding their forces of
intermediate-range missiles and that the United States was going to have to develop these
weapons.?’ His national security advisor, John Bolton, conveyed the U.S. intentions to Moscow
on October 23. On December 4, 2018, Secretary of State Pompeo indicated that the United States
would provide Russia with a final 60-day time frame to return to compliance with the treaty, then

24 U.S. State Department, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification, and Compliance, 30" Anniversary of the INF Treaty:
Under Secretary Thomas A. Shannon’s Interview with Kommersant daily, Washington, DC, December 8, 2017,
https://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/2017/276364.htm.

%5 U.S. Department of State, Thirty-First Session of the Special Verification Commission Under the Treaty Between the
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range
and Shorter-Range Missiles (INF Treaty), December 14, 2017, https://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2017/12/276613.htm.

% U.S. Department of State, Adherence to and Compliance With Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament
Agreements and Commitments, Report, Washington, DC, April 2018, p. 10, https://www.state.gov/documents/
organization/280774.pdf.

27 Julian Borger and Martin Pengelly, “Trump says US will withdraw from nuclear arms treaty with Russia,” The
Guardian, October 20, 2018. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/oct/20/trump-us-nuclear-arms-treaty-russia?
CMP=share_btn_tw.
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suspend U.S. participation and officially inform Russia of the U.S. intent to withdraw from the
treaty.?

After the Obama Administration declared that Russia was in violation of the INF Treaty,
Congress sought additional information in briefings by Administration officials. It also called on
the Obama Administration, in both letters and legislation, to press U.S. compliance concerns with
Russia, to hold Russia accountable for its actions, and to forgo additional reductions in U.S.
nuclear weapons, either unilaterally or through a treaty, until Russia returns to compliance with
the INF Treaty.?® In a letter sent after the October 2016 allegations, Representative Thornberry
and Representative Nunes called on the Administration to not only forswear any further changes
to U.S. nuclear doctrine and force structure but also to implement economic sanctions and
military responses to “ensure Russia understood the cost of its illegal activity.”*°

Members also highlighted their concerns with Russia’s compliance with the INF Treaty in
legislation. The House version of the FY2015 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 4435,
§1225) stated that Congress believes Russia is in “material breach of its obligations” under the
INF Treaty and that “such behavior poses a threat to the United States, its deployed forces, and its
allies.” The legislation also called on the President to consider, after consulting with U.S. allies,
whether remaining a party to the INF Treaty was still in their national security interests if Russia
was in “material breach” of the treaty. The final version of this legislation (H.R. 3979, §1244) did
not include these provisions, but did recognize that Russian violations of the INF Treaty are a
serious challenge to the security of the United States and its allies. The final version also stated
that it is in the national security interest of the United States and its allies for the INF Treaty to
remain in effect and for Russia to return to full compliance with the treaty. At the same time, the
legislation mandated that the President submit a report to Congress that includes an assessment of
the effect of Russian noncompliance on the national security interests of the United States and its
allies, and a description of the President’s plan to resolve the compliance issues. The legislation
also calls for periodic briefings to Congress on the status of efforts to resolve the U.S. compliance
concerns.

The FY2016 NDAA (H.R. 1735, §1243) also contained provisions addressing congressional
concerns with Russia’s actions under the INF Treaty. As is discussed in more detail below, it not
only mandated that the President notify Congress about the status of the Russian cruise missile
program, it also mandated that the Secretary of Defense submit a plan for the development of
military capabilities that the United States might pursue to respond to or offset Russia’s cruise
missile program. In early 2017, following press reports that Russia had begun to deploy the
missile, Senator Tom Cotton introduced legislation (S. 430)—titled the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty Preservation Act of 2017—that would authorize the appropriation of
$500 million for the Pentagon to develop active defenses to counter ground-launched missile
systems of INF range; to develop counterforce capabilities to prevent attacks from these missiles;
and to facilitate “the transfer to allied countries” of missile systems of INF range. The legislation
also stated that the United States should “establish a program of record” to develop its own INF-
range ground-launched cruise missile system.

28 U.S. Department of State, Press Availability at NATO Headquarters, Brussels, Belgium, December 4, 2018,
https://www.state.gov/secretary/remarks/2018/12/287873.htm.

29 Rachel Oswald, “McKeon: U.S. Should Formally Protest Russian Arms Control Breach,” Global Security Newswire,
February 25, 2014. See also, Rubio et al., S.Con.Res. 34, letters cited in H.R. 1960, §1055, para 7.

30 U.S. House, Committee on Armed Services. Letter from Representatives Thornberry and Nunes. October 17, 2016,
https://armedservices.house.gov/sites/republicans.armedservices.house.gov/files/wysiwyg_uploaded/
20161017%20WMT%20%26%20Nunes%20t0%20POTUS%20re%20INF.pdf.
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The House and Senate both included provisions in their versions of the National Defense
Authorization Act for 2018 that call for the development of a new U.S. land-based cruise missile.
The House bill (H.R. 2810, §1244) mandated that the Secretary of Defense both “establish a
program of record to develop a conventional road-mobile ground-launched cruise missile system
with a range of between 500 to 5,500 kilometers” and submit “a report on the cost, schedule, and
feasibility to modify existing and planned missile systems ... for ground launch with a range of
between 500 and 5,500 kilometers.” The bill (§1245) also mandated that the President submit a
report to Congress that contains a determination of whether Russia has flight-tested, produced, or
“continues to possess” a ground-launched cruise missile of INF range. If the President makes this
determination, the bill states that the INF Treaty’s ban on intermediate-range missiles will “no
longer be binding on the United States as a matter of United States law.”

The Senate bill (§1635) did not use the phrase “program of record” in its response to Russia’s
INF violation, but stated that DOD should establish “a research and development program for a
dual-capable road-mobile ground-launched missile system with a maximum range of 5,500
kilometers.” The Senate also required a report on the feasibility of modifying other missile
systems and mandates that the costs and feasibility of these modifications be compared to the
costs and feasibility of a new ground-launched cruise missile.

The conference report on the 2018 NDAA (H.Rept. 115-404) retains the House language that
mandates that the Secretary of Defense “establish a program of record to develop a conventional
road-mobile ground-launched cruise missile system with a range of between 500 to 5,500
kilometers” and authorizes $58 million in funding for the development of active defenses to
counter INF-range ground-launched missile systems; counterforce capabilities to prevent attacks
from these missiles; and countervailing strike capabilities to enhance the capabilities of the
United States. It does not include the House version’s requirement that the President submit a
report to Congress, but it does direct the Director of National Intelligence to notify Congress “of
any development, deployment, or test of a system by the Russian Federation that the Director
determines is inconsistent with the INF Treaty.” Further, the conference report does not contain
the House language stating that this determination would mean that the treaty is no longer binding
on the United States. Instead, it requires a report outlining possible sanctions against individuals
in Russia who are determined to be “responsible for ordering or facilitating non-compliance by
the Russian Federation.”

Congress also addressed the INF Treaty in the National Defense Authorization act for FY2019
(P.L. 115-232, §1243). This legislation states that the President must submit a determination to
Congress stating whether Russia “is in material breach of its obligations under the INF Treaty”
and whether “the prohibitions set forth in Article VI of the INF Treaty remain binding on the
United States as a matter of United States law.” These are the prohibitions on the testing and
deployment of land-based ballistic and cruise missiles with a range between 500 and 5,500
kilometers. The legislation also expressed the sense of Congress that Russia’s testing and
deployment of an INF-range cruise missile had “defeated the object and purpose of the INF
Treaty” and, therefore, constituted a “material breach” of the treaty. As a result, it stated that it
was the sense of Congress that the United States “is legally entitled to suspend the operation of
the INF Treaty.” The House version of the FY2019 NDAA (H.R. 5515) had included this
language as a “statement of policy” rather than a “sense of Congress.” The change in language in
the final version of the bill indicates that the President, not Congress, would make the
determination of a “material breach.” The legislation also stated that the United States should
“take actions to encourage the Russian Federation to return to compliance” by providing
additional funds for the development of military capabilities needed to counter Russia’s new
cruise missile and by “seeking additional missile defense assets ... to protect United States and
NATO forces” from Russia’s noncompliant ground-launched missile systems.
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Some in Congress have also crafted legislation to constrain or delay U.S. withdrawal from the
INF Treaty. In late November 2018, several Senators—led by Senators Merkley, Warren,
Gillibrand, and Markey—introduced a bill that would prohibit funding for a new INF-range
cruise missile or ballistic missile until the Trump Administration submitted a report that, among
other things, identified a U.S. ally formally willing to host such a system on its territory; detailed
recent diplomatic efforts to bring Russia back into compliance with the treaty; and assessed the
risk to U.S. and allied security of if Russia deployed greater numbers of intermediate range
missiles.®!

This report describes the current status of the INF Treaty and highlights issues that Congress may
address as the United States pursues its compliance concerns with Russia. It begins with a
historical overview that describes the role of intermediate-range nuclear weapons in NATO’s
security construct in the late 1970s and the political and security considerations that affected the
negotiation of the INF Treaty. In addition, the report summarizes the provisions of the INF Treaty,
highlighting those central to the discussion about Russia’s current activities. It then reviews the
publicly available information about the potential Russian violation and Russia’s possible
motivations for pursuing the development of a noncompliant missile. Next, the report summarizes
Russia’s concerns with U.S. compliance with the treaty. The report concludes with a discussion of
options that the United States might pursue to address its concerns with Russia’s activities and
options that it might pursue if Russia deploys new INF-range missiles.

Background

Nuclear Weapons in NATO During the Cold War

Strategy and Doctrine

During the Cold War, nuclear weapons were central to the U.S. strategy of deterring Soviet
aggression against the United States and U.S. allies. Toward this end, the United States deployed
a wide variety of nuclear-capable delivery systems. These included mines, artillery, short-,
medium-, and long-range ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, and gravity bombs. These weapons
were deployed with U.S. troops in the field, aboard aircraft, on surface ships, on submarines, and
in fixed, land-based launchers. The United States also articulated a complex strategy and
developed detailed operational plans that would guide the use of these weapons in the event of a
conflict with the Soviet Union and its allies.

The United States maintained its central “strategic”” weapons—Ilong-range land-based missiles,
submarine-based missiles, and long-range bombers—at bases in the United States.*? At the same
time, it deployed thousands of shorter-range, or nonstrategic, nuclear weapons with U.S. forces
based in Europe, Japan, and South Korea and on surface ships and submarines around the world.
It maintained these overseas deployments to extend deterrence and to defend its allies in Europe
and Asia. Not only did the presence of these weapons (and the presence of U.S. forces, in general)
serve as a reminder of the U.S. commitment to defend its allies if they were attacked, the weapons

31 Office of Senator Jeff Merkley, Merkley, Warren, Gillibrand, Markey, Senators Introduce Bill to Prevent Nuclear
Arms Race , Washington, DC, November 29, 2018, https://www.merkley.senate.gov/news/press-releases/merkley-
warren-gillibrand-markey-senators-introduce-bill-to-prevent-nuclear-arms-race-.

32 For more information on U.S. strategic nuclear weapons, see CRS Report RL33640, U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces:
Background, Developments, and Issues, by Amy F. Woolf.
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also could have been used on the battlefield to slow or stop the advance of an adversary’s
conventional forces.

In Europe, these weapons were part of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO’s)
strategy of “flexible response.” The United States and its NATO allies recognized that the Soviet
Union and Warsaw Pact had numerical superiority in conventional forces and that, without the
possibility of resort to nuclear weapons, the United States and NATO might be defeated in a
conventional conflict. As a result, the flexible response strategy was designed to allow NATO to
respond, if necessary, with nuclear weapons and to control escalation if nuclear weapons were
used. Controlling escalation meant that the United States and NATO might be the first to use
nuclear weapons in a conflict, with the intent of slowing or stopping the Soviet and Warsaw Pact
forces if they overran NATO’s conventional defenses and advanced into Western Europe. If the
conflict continued, and the Soviet Union responded with its own nuclear weapons in an effort to
disrupt the NATO response, then NATO could have escalated beyond the battlefield and
employed weapons with greater ranges or greater yields in attacks reaching deeper into Warsaw
Pact territory. Ultimately, if the conflict continued and Western Europe remained under attack, the
United States could have launched its longer-range strategic missiles and bombers against targets
inside the Soviet Union.

This nuclear posture was designed to couple U.S. and allied security and, therefore, complicate
Soviet efforts “to pursue a divide and conquer strategy toward NATO.”®® It had three overlapping
objectives. First, the weapons and operational plans were designed to provide NATO with
military capabilities that could have affected outcomes on the battlefield; in other words, NATO
hoped it might at least disrupt the Soviet attack if not defeat Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces.
Second, the ability of the United States and NATO to escalate the conflict, and hold at risk targets
in the Soviet Union, was intended to deter an attack on Western Europe by convincing the Soviet
Union and Warsaw Pact that any conflict, even one that began with conventional weapons, could
result in nuclear retaliation.® Third, this approach was designed to assure U.S. allies in Europe
that the United States would come to their defense, as mandated by Article V of the 1949 North
Atlantic Treaty, if any of the allies were attacked by Soviet or Warsaw Pact forces.*®

Questions of Credibility

As is often noted in discussions of extended deterrence today, the U.S. ability both to assure its
allies of its commitment to their defense and to deter adversaries from attacking those allies rests
on the credibility of the U.S. threat to resort to the use of nuclear weapons. While some argue that
the existence of nuclear weapons may be enough to underscore the threat, most analysts agree
that a credible threat requires plausible plans for nuclear use and weapons that can be used in
executing those plans. During the Cold War, the United States often altered the numbers and types
of nuclear weapons it deployed in Europe to bolster the credibility of its extended deterrent.
Although many of these changes occurred in response to ongoing modernization programs and

33 Strobe Talbott, Deadly Gambits: The Reagan Administration and the Stalemate in Nuclear Arms Control (Alfred
Knopf, 1984), p. 23.

34 “The United States retains substantial nuclear capabilities in Europe to counter Warsaw Pact conventional superiority
and to serve as a link to U.S. strategic nuclear forces.” National Security Strategy of the United States, White House,
January 1988, p. 16.

3 Article V states, “The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America
shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of
them ... will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other
Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the
North Atlantic area.” See the North Atlantic Treaty, Washington, DC, April 4, 1949, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/
natolive/official_texts_17120.htm.
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new assessments of Soviet capabilities, some were designed to respond to emerging concerns
among U.S. allies about the credibility of the U.S. promise to fight in Europe in their defense.
This was the case with the intermediate-range missiles that the United States deployed in Europe
in 1983 and removed, under the terms of the INF Treaty, between 1988 and 1991.

One concern about the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent derived from the short range of
many of the U.S. nuclear weapons deployed in Europe. As noted above, many of these weapons
were designed for use on the battlefield to disrupt a conventional attack by Soviet and Warsaw
Pact forces. To make the threat of the possible use of nuclear weapons credible to the Soviet
Union and its allies, the United States based significant numbers of these weapons near the
potential front lines of a conflict in West Germany. This placement increased the likelihood that
NATO would use the weapons early in a conflict and was intended to convince the Soviet Union
of the potential for their use, because, if they were not used early, they would likely be overrun by
Warsaw Pact forces. At the same time, though, the early use of these weapons would have caused
extensive damage on the territory of West Germany, leading some to question whether NATO
would actually employ the weapons early in conflict.®® If the Soviet Union did not believe that
NATO would use these weapons, it might believe that it could defeat at least some of the NATO
allies (West Germany, in particular) without risking a response from the entire alliance or the
escalation to nuclear war. Moreover, if some NATO allies did not believe that NATO would use
the weapons to stop a Soviet attack, such allies might be vulnerable to coercion or intimidation
from the Soviet Union prior to the start of a conflict. In this type of scenario, the Soviet Union
might believe it could divide NATO by threatening some, but not all, of its members. As a result,
many analysts argued that longer-range systems that could be deployed farther from the front
lines and reach targets deeper inside enemy territory would provide a more credible deterrent.

A second concern about the credibility of U.S. assurances to its allies derived from the Soviet
ability to attack the continental United States in response to a U.S. attack on the Soviet Union.
Leaders in some of the allied countries questioned whether they could rely on the United States to
attack targets in the Soviet Union, as a part of an escalation following an attack in Europe, if the
Soviet Union could respond with attacks on targets inside the United States with “potentially
suicidal consequences” for the United States.3” Some of the allies feared that if U.S. vulnerability
deterred the United States from attacking the Soviet Union in defense of Europe, then a war in
Europe, even if it escalated to nuclear use, might remain confined to Europe, with the security of
the NATO allies decoupled from the security of the United States. If the allies lacked confidence
in the U.S. promise to escalate to strategic strikes on their behalf, then they might, again, be
vulnerable to Soviet efforts to coerce or intimidate them before the war began. In addition, if the
Soviet Union did not believe that the United States would escalate to strategic nuclear attacks,
knowing that it was vulnerable to retaliation, then the Soviet Union might believe it could divide
NATO with threats of war.

Concerns about the decoupling of U.S. and allied security, or, as it was often phrased, the
question of whether the United States would actually “trade New York for Bonn,” grew during
the latter half of the 1970s, after the Soviet Union began to deploy SS-20 intermediate-range
ballistic missiles. These three-warhead missiles, which nominally replaced older SS-4 and SS-5
missiles, had a range of 4,000 kilometers and could, therefore, strike targets in most NATO
nations (although not in the United States or Canada) from bases inside the Soviet Union. NATO

3 Richard Weitz, “The Historical Context,” in Tactical Nuclear Weapons and NATO, ed. Tom Nichols, Douglas Stuart,
Jeffrey D. McCausland (Carlisle, PA: U.S. Army War College, Strategic Studies Institute, 2012), p. 5.

37 Paul Schulte, “Tactical Nuclear Weapons in NATO and Beyond: A Historical and Thematic Examination,” in
Tactical Nuclear Weapons and NATO, ed. Tom Nichols, Douglas Stuart, Jeffrey D. McCausland (Carlisle, PA: U.S.
Army War College, Strategic Studies Institute, 2012), p. 25.
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had no similar capability; it could not strike Moscow or other key Soviet cities with missiles or
aircraft based in Western Europe. If the NATO allies or the Soviet Union believed that the United
States would not attack the Soviet Union out of fear of a Soviet attack on the United States, then
these missiles, and the threat they posed to all of Europe, might be sufficient to induce
capitulation, or at least cooperation, from NATO’s European allies.

The Dual-Track Decision of 1979

In December 1979, NATO responded to this gap in intermediate-range forces, and concerns about
its effect on alliance security, by adopting a “dual-track” decision that sought to link the
modernization of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe with an effort to spur the Soviets to negotiate
reductions in INF systems. In the first track, the United States and its NATO partners agreed to
replace aging medium-range Pershing I ballistic missiles with a more accurate and longer-range
Pershing II (P-II) while adding new ground-launched cruise missiles. They agreed to deploy 108
Pershing II ballistic missiles and 464 ground-launched cruise missiles, all with single nuclear
warheads, between 1983 and 1986. The new weapons would be owned and controlled by the
United States, but they would be deployed on the territories of five European allies. West
Germany would house deployments of both Pershing II ballistic missiles and cruise missiles,
while the United Kingdom, Italy, the Netherlands, and Belgium would each house deployments of
cruise missiles.

The deployment decision was linked, technically and politically, to a second track where NATO
agreed that the United States should attempt to negotiate limits with the Soviet Union on
intermediate-range nuclear systems. While most of the allies agreed that NATO’s security would
be best served by eliminating the Soviet Union’s ability to target all of Europe with SS-20
missiles, they recognized that the Soviet Union was unlikely to negotiate away those missiles
unless it faced a similar threat from intermediate-range systems based in Western Europe. Few
expected the Soviet Union to agree to the complete elimination of its SS-20 missiles, but all
agreed that the negotiations were necessary, not just as a means to limit the Soviet threat, but also
as a means to appeal to public opinion in Europe, where opposition to the new nuclear weapons
was strong.

The Deployment Track

Although NATO adopted the dual-track decision by consensus, with all members of the alliance
offering public support for both the deployment and negotiating plans, the governments of each
of the five designated host nations still had to approve the deployments. Several had reservations
and attached conditions to that approval. For example, West Germany did not want the Soviet
Union to be able to single it out as the target for its political campaign against the new systems.
Therefore, its leaders required that the NATO decision be unanimous and that at least one other
nation on the European continent accept stationing of new nuclear systems.

The planned deployments spurred massive public protests across Europe and the United States.
These began in 1980, shortly after NATO reached the dual-track decision, and escalated through
the first half of the decade. For example, in late 1981, protests occurred in Italy, Germany, Great
Britain, and Belgium. Nearly 1 million people marched in Central Park in New York City in June
1982. Additional protests took place across the United States during October 1983.% In addition,
in October 1983, nearly 3 million people protested across Europe, with nearly 1 million marching

38 «“Americans March to Oppose Missiles,” New York Times, October 23, 1983.
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in the Netherlands and around 400,000 marching in Great Britain.* In one of the more well-
known efforts, a Welsh group known as “Women for Life on Earth” established a peace camp at
Greenham Common, the base where the United Kingdom would house 96 cruise missiles. The
women camped outside the base for years, protesting the eventual deployment of the missiles.*

The governments in some of the nations that had accepted deployment of the missiles also faced
political opposition to the weapons. In the Netherlands, the center-right coalition government
supported the deployments but recognized that the weapons could become an issue in the 1986
elections, as the opposition Labor Party had threatened to block the deployment if it won. As a
result, the government sought to link the deployments to progress in U.S.-Soviet negotiations on
both strategic and theater nuclear weapons. In a compromise approved by Dutch parliament in
1984, the government delayed their deployment from 1986 until 1988, specifying that
deployment could occur only if the Soviet Union increased the number of SS-20s above the
number already deployed on June 1, 1984. The government in Belgium supported the
deployments but also faced firm opposition from the Belgian Socialist Party. As a result, the
government also supported efforts to move the arms control track forward, even though it did not
link the deployment of cruise missiles on its territory to the completion of a treaty.

In spite of the opposition, and after extensive debate, each of the five nations agreed to deploy the
new missiles. When the deployments began in late 1983, the Soviet Union suspended the arms
control negotiations and did not return to the negotiating table until March 1995.

The Arms Control Track

The United States and Soviet Union opened their first negotiating session in the fall of 1980, at
the end of the Carter Administration. The United States did not present the Soviet Union with a
specific proposal for limits or reductions on intermediate-range missiles; instead, it outlined a set
of guidelines for the negotiations. Specifically, the United States sought an agreement that would
impose equal limits on both sides’ intermediate-range missiles—the SS-4, SS-5, and SS-20
missiles for the Soviet Union and the Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles for the
United States. The Soviet Union, in its proposal, suggested that the two sides simply freeze the
numbers of medium-range systems in Europe. This meant that it would stop deploying, but would
not reduce, its SS-20 missiles in exchange for the cancellation of all Pershing Il and GLCM
deployments.*! Neither proposal was acceptable to the other side.

The Reagan Administration, which took office in January 1981, spent most of its first year
evaluating and reconsidering the U.S. approach to arms control with the Soviet Union. In
November 1981, President Reagan announced that the United States would seek the total
elimination of Soviet SS-20, SS-4, and SS-5 missiles in return for the cancellation of NATO’s
deployment plans—a concept known as the “zero-option.” The ban would be global, applying to
Soviet missiles in both Europe and Asia. The Soviet Union, for its part, proposed that the two
sides agree to a phased reduction of all medium-range nuclear weapons (which it defined as those
with a range of 1,000 kilometers) deployed on the territory of Europe, in waters adjacent to
Europe, or intended for use in Europe. This proposal would have not only avoided limits on
Soviet missiles in Asia, it also would have captured some U.S. dual-capable aircraft based in
Europe and U.S. sea-launched cruise missiles. Subsequently, in March 1982, the Soviet Union

39 Lawrence S. Wittner, Confronting the Bomb: A Short History of the World Nuclear Disarmament Movement
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2009), p. 144.

40 Greenham Common Women’s Peace Camp, 1981-2000, http://www.greenhamwpc.org.uk/.

41 Strobe Talbott, Deadly Gambits: The Reagan Administration and the Stalemate in Nuclear Arms Control (Alfred
Knopf, 1984), p. 42.
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offered to freeze its deployments of SS-20 missiles unilaterally, and to maintain the moratorium
until the two sides reached an agreement or the United States began to deploy the Pershing Ils
and GLCMs.

Although the two sides discussed possible compromise positions during 1982 and 1983, they
made little progress. When the United States began to deploy its INF systems in Europe in late
1983, the Soviet Union withdrew from the negotiations.

The negotiations resumed in March 1985 and began to gain traction in 1986. At the Reykjavik
summit, in October 1986, Soviet President Gorbachev proposed that all intermediate-range
missiles—the SS-20s, GLCMs, and Pershing [Is—be removed from Europe within five years of
signing a treaty. He also indicated that the Soviet Union would reduce its SS-20s in Asia to 33
missiles, which would carry 99 warheads. In return, the United States could store a mix of 100
GLCMs and Pershing IIs within the United States, but it could not deploy them within range of
the Soviet Union. Further, in April 1987, President Gorbachev indicated that the Soviet Union
was prepared to eliminate all of its shorter-range missiles (those with ranges between 300 and 600
miles) in Europe and Asia as a part of an INF agreement. Then, in June, he proposed a global ban
on shorter-range and lo